Abstract
Trust and Distrust in Community Sports
Ward, 2019). It has been described as the "faithfulness" or glue "upon which all social 3 relationships ultimately depend" (Ronglan, 2011, p. 155 ), as it not only holds them together, 4 but it is also the helps them to flourish (Möllering, 2001 (Möllering, , 2006 Ward, 2019) . Indeed, without 5 a norm of trust underpinning our engagements with other people, organizations and 6 institutions, our everyday lives, both private and public, would become extremely 7 complicated and uncertain (Karp et al., 2016) . 8 In recognition of the above, sociologists have increasingly considered the issue of 9 trust and trustworthiness as they are connected to the social dynamics and functioning of 10 organizations (Luhman, 2017; Sztompka, 1999) . In particular, researchers in this topic area 11 have typically identified two inter-related forms of trust (Ward, 2019) . These are institutional 12 trust and interpersonal trust. While the former is understood as the "the expected utility of 13 institutions performing satisfactorily" (Mishler & Rose, 2001 , p. 31), the latter is concerned 14 with the decisions (e.g., to trust or not trust) that individuals (and groups) make about their 15 future engagements and relationships with others (Ward, 2019) . To date, interpersonal trust 16 has been subject to extensive examination in mainstream sociology. Here, scholars have Giddens, 1991; Luhman, 2017; Simmel, 1978; Sztompka, 1999) . Similarly, distrust is In contrast to the developments made in the wider sociological literature, the topic of 10 interpersonal trust has received little explicit examination in the sociology of sport sub- Roderick, 2006 Roderick, , 2013 , the issue of interpersonal trust has 15 been frequently alluded to, but not directly addressed (Purdy, Potrac & Nelson, 2013) . In 16 subscribing to the view that the exploration of trust "matters" (Robbins, 2016, p. 972 ) to our 17 understanding of organizational life in sport, this paper considered the place of interpersonal 18 trust in the everyday working lives of a sample of community sports coaches. These sports 19 workers play an important role in facilitating various health and social policy priorities In this study, in-depth, cyclic interviews were utilized to develop rich insights into 12 participants' understandings of a) the importance of interpersonal trust in organizational 13 settings where fears regarding job security and career progression were prevalent among 14 employees, b) the strategies they used to uncover the motivations and intentions of colleagues 15 and, ultimately, determine the trustworthiness of those individuals, and c) how their decision 16 to trust (or distrust) colleagues influenced the nature and substance of the participants' trust," but which also generate rich insights into the organizational, cultural, and social 1 reasons underpinning them (Manning, 2007, p. 72 ).
2

Methods
3
Sampling
4
Criterion-based and snowball sampling techniques were utilized to recruit participants for this 5 study (Gray, 2018; Patton, 2002) . Individuals were deemed eligible to participate in this 6 study if they were a) aged 18 years or older, b) worked as part of a community sports 7 coaching team for a minimum of 2 years, and c) were currently active as a community sports 8 coach. For the purpose of this study, a community sports coach was defined as an individual 9 who had a paid (part-time or full-time) or voluntary role in delivering initiatives where sport 10 is used to achieve a variety of health, education, and social policy outcomes.
11
Following the receipt of institutional ethical approval, the first author began the 12 process of participant recruitment. Initially, this entailed making contact with a number of 13 regional community sports coaching leads, who were presented with a brief overview of the 14 study (e.g., aims, methods, ethical arrangements, and the extent of participant involvement).
15
Having secured their support, the first author was provided contact details of those 16 individuals within their coaching teams that had shown an initial interest in this study. These 17 community sports coaches were subsequently contacted and formally invited to participate in 18 the study. These individuals also directed us towards other community sports coaches, who The final sample comprised 12 community sports coaches (11 male and 1 female) 22 who were recruited across six local authorities and five private coaching providers in the 
Data Generation
11
Given our focus on the participants' meaning making, and that the concepts of trust, The main interviews for this study were conducted by the first author. The interviews 22 took place at times and locations that suited the participants, especially in terms of them 23 feeling comfortable and relaxed in their surroundings (Brinkmann & Kvale, 2015) .
24
Throughout the interview process, "probing questions" were incorporated to help enrich the 25 (DIS)TRUST IN SPORTS WORK 8 dataset generated for this study (Seale, 2018, p. 180 or "Would you describe it for me again?" Similarly, elaboration probes were employed to 4 elicit more in-depth responses about a particular point raised in an interview (Merriam, 5 2014). This involved using phrases such as "Why is that?" "Could you expand on that?" or These included questions such as "When did that happen?" "Who was with you?" "How did 9 you feel about that?" or "Where did you go then?" Each interview was audio taped and 10 transcribed verbatim to ensure a complete and accurate record of the data (Merriam, 2014 ).
11
The second cycle of interviews adopted a similar approach to questioning but was used to 12 further explore, probe, and refine those experiences, insights, and interpretations shared in the were provided with a copy of their respective interview transcripts so that they could confirm 18 its accuracy in terms of the words spoken, the information shared, and, importantly, the The collection and analysis of data were iterative and recursive activities that occurred 1 concurrently (Kelchtermans, 1993; Taylor, 2014; Tracy, 2013) . Our analysis of data 2 comprised two contrasting cycles of interpretation that were employed throughout the study 3 (Tracy, 2013) . The first entailed an emic analysis or emergent reading of the data. This 4 process of analysis included three phases, namely, data immersion, primary cycle coding, and 5 hierarchical coding and writing (Tracy, 2013) . Here, we considered the richness of the data 6 generated and sought to establish tentative ideas about, and descriptions of, the social 7 processes evidenced within them (Kelchtermans, 2009 ). We then engaged in the process of 8 analytical coding, which entailed grouping the developed codes into a hierarchical umbrella 9 that sought to make conceptual connections between them (Richards, 2005) . Such coding 10 was grounded in the interpretation of, as well as reflection upon, meaning making related to 11 the research questions driving this study (Merriam, 2009 ). This identification of meaningful 12 data raised additional questions that were explored in the second round of interviewing.
13
The emic reading of the data was accompanied by a cycle of etic analysis. This 14 comprised critical examination of those codes identified in the primary cycle of analysis, and 15 organizing, synthesizing, and categorizing them into interpretive concepts. Within this 16 secondary cycle of analysis, the principal aim was to interpret our initial analysis using 17 relevant literature and theorizing (Tracy, 2013) . Here, "analytical memos" were used to 18 make preliminary links to theoretical concepts that might help to explain our data (Maykut & 19 Morehouse, 1994). Establishing such tentative theoretical links raised further questions that 20 were explored in detail during the second round of interviewing. During this analytical 21 process, each author in this study acted as a "critical friend," encouraging "reflection on and While data analysis comprised emic and etic phases, it is perhaps important to 3 acknowledge that we began the process of research carrying the baggage of our respective 4 paradigmatic and theoretical allegiances (Denzin, 2016) . This inevitably shaped the aims and 5 purposes of our research, those topics explored during data collection, and our making sense and Goffman (1959, 1969, 1974) were combined to form the overarching heuristic device. In conceptualized (dis)trust as a relational, fluid, and dynamic commodity that is grounded in 8 one party's assessment of another's morality, reciprocity, and self-interest over time.
9
While this perspective provides a useful analytical lens for understanding why an to probe how varying levels of (dis)trust may "affect how well people work with teammates 20 and whether people judge performances as credible or not" (Manning, 2007; Shulman, 2017, 21 p. 64). Significantly, it provided a lens that enabled us to examine how interpersonal trust is 22 formed and reformed in the presentation, evaluation, negotiation, and management of identity 23 in the sporting workplace (Scott, 2015; Schulman, 2017 Goffman (1969) adopted a game analogy to address the "calculative, gamelike aspects of 3 mutual dealings" (p. x). At the heart of this analysis was the idea that people play expression 4 games during face-to-face interaction. Expression games refers to "the ways in which the 5 information ordinarily conveyed through speech or, often unconsciously, through expressive 6 behavior may be manipulated, distorted or concealed, and of the ways in which it may 7 nevertheless be uncovered or extracted and interpreted -or misinterpreted" (Burns, 1992 , p. Goffman (1969) termed interactional moves. These include the naïve move, whereby the 11 subject is unaware that they are being observed and the unwitting move, whereby the subject 12 cares not for what impression they are giving off (Goffman, 1969) . People can also make use 13 of the control move to hide information from others, the uncovering move to find out 14 information about others, and the counter-uncovering move to prevent the attempts others 15 make to learn their information (Shulman, 2017) . The objective of expression games, 16 therefore, is to employ appropriate moves to "understand [another] person's perspective, how 17 they feel, think, and experience the world, so that you can exploit them or foil their efforts to 18 exploit you" (Shulman, 2017, p. 230).
19
In Frame Analysis, Goffman (1974) further expanded on the way people may seek to 20 acquire, reveal, and conceal information during everyday interactions. For us, this theorizing 21 offers additional sense making tools for investigating interpersonal (dis)trust. Specifically, 22 Goffman outlined the use of fabrications in everyday interaction, which refers to "the 23 intentional effort of one or more individuals to manage activity so that a party of one of more 24 will be induced to have false belief about what is going on" (Goffman, 1974, p. 25 83). Goffman (1974) identified two types of fabrication based on whose interests are served 1 (i.e., the fabricators or the dupes). Benign fabrications are deceptions engineered for the 2 benefit of those contained by them, or at least not carried out against the dupes interest (e.g., 3 hosting a surprise party or playful deceit). Exploitative fabrications are when one party 4 contains others in a deception that is patently inimical to their private interests (e.g., a con job 5 or planting evidence). Goffman (1974) also discussed how individuals may use secret 6 monitoring to strategically gather information about others. This is where a person attempts 7 to "bug" or gain access to social settings in which another actor's "strategic or dark secrets 8 are unguarded or their discrediting conduct is observable" (Goffman, 1974, p. 170 ). The 9 basic premise of secret monitoring is that the actor under surveillance is secretly engaging in 10 some malpractice, which covert monitoring will uncover, and render their performance 
Findings and Analysis
8
Our analysis of the interview data led to the production of three interrelated categories. The 
Want my Trust? Encapsulate my Interests
17
The participants described the workplace as an arena that was characterized by competition Posts are short-term and based on your ability to deliver against the funding… It is a 8 really tough working environment. You are always worrying, always looking for pots 9 of money; always thinking about who has the money and how you can fit your work 10 to get the money. (Louie) 11 Given this interpretation of the workplace, it is perhaps unsurprising that the participants 12 stressed the importance of interpersonal trust between coworkers. They described how 13 "knowing who to trust and who to not" was crucial to them in terms fulfilling personal 14 workplace ambitions, maintaining a positive reputation in the eyes of others, and, ultimately, (Ross) 23 At face value the relations in the office were harmonious and supportive, however, 24 there was an undercurrent of competitiveness, which led to some staff members The participants' beliefs regarding the nature of workplace relationships arguably reflects 10 Goffman's (1974) discussion of the insider's folly. Rather than adopting a "rose tinted" view 11 of the workplace where they believed everybody else was on their side, the participants had, 12 through their interactions with others, generated an alternative meaning. Specifically, they 13 recognized how "competition may be no less fierce between those who share a superficial 14 loyalty" and that their personal success or failure at work could be influenced by disclosing 15 too much information or imputing the wrong motives to another (Scott, 2015 , p. 216).
16
Based on this reading of workplace relationships, the participants described how they 17 had learned to take a cautious approach to trusting others within the workplace. In making 18 the decision to trust others, the participants explained how they trusted colleagues and proved to be competent and reliable in terms of assisting the participants to achieve their 17 In addition to identifying people who they trusted and why they trusted them, the participants 18 also identified colleagues whom they did not trust. The lack of trust afforded to these 19 coworkers was grounded in the participants' perceptions of these others as being unreliable, 20 obstructive, selfish, or dishonest (Cook et al., 2005) . In other words, the community sports 21 coaches under study tended to distrust stakeholders whose encapsulated interests and actions 22 were detrimental for, opposed to, or at least failed to align with, their own objectives, We worked in the north of the district and the other two worked in the south. We The participants illuminated how they utilized various interactional strategies to acquire 10 information about the motivations and intentions of their coworkers; knowledge that they 11 ultimately used to assess and determine the trustworthiness of their coworkers. The first 12 strategy employed by the participants entailed observing and critically evaluating the role 13 performances of colleagues (Goffman, 1969) . In particular, they described how they would . This often entailed the use of some form of examination, such as studying "the tracks 13 the subject leaves, his [sic] spoor, as it were," to reveal the motives of these individuals 14 (Goffman, 1969, p. 19) . By making such interactional moves the participants were ultimately 15 seeking to gain access to the "real," backstage self, of another coworker in an attempt to 16 decide if they were trustworthy (or not) (Scott, 2015) .
17
As demonstrated in Billy and Louie's interview extracts (presented above), the being suspected can be a strategic loss" (Goffman, 1969 , p. 52). This was especially so when 21 they felt that the coworker in question might "secretly" be an untrustworthy performing Some of the school reports that we were led to believe were outstanding didn't come 10 back as such. He was trying to pull the wool over our eyes. He would give us the 11 updates from the school [and] we had no reason to question it, as we thought we could 12 trust him. He did a good job at sustaining the impression he was the best thing since prospects of maintaining the big contract we held with the school, which was in our 20 interest to keep as it generated money for the business. These actions collectively led 21 to a complete breakdown of trust and the colleague no longer works for us. (Mark) 22 The examples presented above eloquently highlight the participants' use of secret monitoring 23 as a strategy to make informed judgements about the trustworthiness of their colleagues 24 (Goffman, 1974) . They explained how they would spy on or, in Goffman's terminology, 25 secretly monitor the performances of these individuals to reveal instances of exploitative 1 fabrication (Goffman, 1974) . The premise behind these actions were that covert monitoring 2 would uncover suspected deception by permitting the participants access to those "places, manner that would discredit this first performance" (Goffman, 1974 , p. 168-169).
5
For some participants, attempts to establish the trustworthiness of colleagues went 6 beyond the strategic interactional practices of uncovering moves and secret monitoring. These individuals explained how they also purposely laid "traps" to test the loyalty and 8 character of coworkers (Goffman, 1974) . This often involved sharing confidential and 9 sensitive information with peers and superiors "and then waiting to see if indeed it comes to 10 pass that the information has been divulged" (Goffman, 1974, p. 97) . As Jamie and Louie 23 The participants behaviors in such social situations arguably reflects Goffman's (1974) 1 concept of exploitative fabrication because it involved deception and ulterior motives. The 2 participants knew that they were deliberately disclosing this information to achieve a hidden 3 agenda, namely, to uncover the trustworthiness of a coworker (Manning, 2007; Smith, 4 2006). However, this version of reality was unbeknown to said coworker; they were simply 5 unaware that the participants primary motive for divulging this information was to gauge if 6 the coworker was trustworthy (or not) (Persson, 2019) . almost unwritten agreement between us that any conversations that we had would stay 10 between us. We both knew that, if one of us said something controversial for 11 example, that the other would not throw them "under the bus" by disclosing 12 something in order to have some personal gain… I think that it helped to build a 13 stronger and more trusting relationship. I think that everyone has two faces, the one 14 that we present to colleagues and the people we meet, and our true selves. The former 15 tends to be a façade, we behave and act how society expects us to and we paint 16 ourselves as strong individuals with no weaknesses. The latter is our real 17 personalities and it requires an element of trust to allow someone to see that side of 18 you. One of the things that helped to develop our relationship was the fact that we 19 both shared elements of ourselves that we would keep hidden from others. (Ollie) 20 In comparison to those whom they trusted, the participants outlined how a "degree of 21 wariness" characterized interpersonal interactions with colleagues that they did not trust 22 (Hardin, 2002, p. 90) . They explained how this "air of caution" or "protective guard" (Goffman, 1959) . They feared that their sharing of backstage secrets and 1 their relaxation out of character, might be used by these individuals to compromise the image 2 that the participants wished to give off to others in the front region (Goffman,1959) . 
Conclusion
12
In seeking to contribute to the evolving literature base examining the everyday, micro- conditions, others could not be relied upon to always act in benign or supportive ways 23 (Goffman, 1959 (Goffman, , 1967 Hardin, 2002 Hardin, , 2006 . This sense making underpinned their choices to ). Overall, the decision to trust or distrust a colleague not only influenced the 8 willingness and frequency of the participants engagements with these others, but also the 9 substance of these interactions (Goffman, 1967 ).
10
Our central motivation for doing this research was to make a significant contribution 11 to the sociological study of sports work (Roderick et al., 2017) . By focusing our analyses on 12 trust, distrust, and trustworthiness, we believe this paper provides important insights into the contextual stakeholders, but also "when," "how," and "why" they use them. We also know 
